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This document presents an overview of the in-depth analysis performed on a total of 35 case studies,
carried out during the AgriDemo-F2F project.. These 35 cases represent a diverse array of demonstration
approaches and activities, occurring throughout Europe. The process of case study selection, and a short
overview of the cases, is given in D2.5.

The analysis focuses on 3 main aspects of on-farm demonstrations: i) structural characteristics
(corresponding to D3.2), involving characteristics related to the network, actors involved, roles of actors
and governance; ii) functional characteristics (corresponding to D4.2), describing mechanisms and tools
that are being used for recruitment, interaction and learning during the demonstration; and iii) peer
learning characteristics (corresponding to D5.3), which aim to capture the effectiveness of demonstration
approaches, by looking at both the extent and nature of learning that takes places during demonstration
events.

Data was collected by all partners, following the methodological guidelines for data gathering and
analysis (D3.1-4.1-5.2), after which analysis was done by the Case Study Work Package Team (AUA, CCRI
and EVILVO). Draft versions of the reports were sent to partners for validation (during cases study
workshops), after which the case study reports were finalized.

The content of this document is mainly descriptive, giving a detailed overview of the setting in which the
demonstration is conducted, and about the processes taking place. This document however does not
provide a cross-case analysis, which will be the focus of D3.3 (key structural characteristics for effective
on-farm demonstrations) and D4.3 (key functional characteristics for effective on-farm demonstrations).
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Programme

The Hellenic Crop Protection Association (HCPA) was founded in 1970 in Athens and has as members all
actors active in crop protection materials and related agrochemicals. HCPA runs a programme of demo
activities in the last 10 years, aiming to cover the needs of farmers in the following three dimensions: a)
famer’s safety and health; b) environmental impact; and ¢) food and production safety. It collaborates
with Universities and Policy stakeholders to disseminate good practices on integrated pest management
and correct application of spraying techniques.

Funding and Governance

The majority of demos organised by HCPA are self-financed. There are cases though in which the
organisations teams up with foundations in order to deliver demos in Greek rural areas. Demo topics
and content are selected by HCPA, to meet local farmers’ needs and interests and to match the structure
of local production.

Actors and networks

The association is member of the European Crop Protection Association and of the respective global
federation (CropLife International). HCPA collaborates with the respective EU organisations and
networks to develop its activities and to adapt its training/demo initiatives to the sector’s development.
As the association is based in Athens, it regularly co-organises events with (mainly) public and private
organisations in order to adapt its demo content and objectives to local needs, and to reach out to local
farmers and farmer groups.

Event Farm and location

The specific event was hosted on a small side-field of the agricultural training centre (part of the Hellenic
agricultural research organisation, ELGO Demeter) in Filiatra, Messinia, in southwest Peloponnese.

Event Date: 17/10/2018
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In line with the Methodological Guidelines, three main data sources are used: a background document
and interviews at Programme and Farm level to analyse structural and functional characteristics, and
event tools and surveys to analyse event level participation and learning, as follows:

1. Abackground document for every case study was completed by the AgriDemo-F2F partner who
carried out the case study.

2. Interviews with representatives of programme/networks (level 1) and farm level interviews with
demonstrators/hosts (Level 1) to reveal how the functional and structural characteristics enable
learning. Analysis of these interviews is reported in Sections 3 and 4. Data is sourced from 2
interviews at the Programme Level. The analysis followed 5 themes: (1) Coordinating effective
recruitment of host farmers and participants, (2) Developing and coordinating appropriate
interaction approaches, (3) Planning, designing and conducting appropriate demonstration
processes,(4) Enabling learning appropriate to purpose, audience, context, (5) Follow-up activities.

3. Eventtools and surveys (level 3) to reveal peer to peer learning processes. Event details and analysis
is reported in Section 5. This data is sourced from 13 pre and 22 post-demonstration participant
surveys, 1 pre-demonstration and 1 post-demonstration interview with the demonstrator and an
event observation tool completed by an observing researcher. This data is mainly used for the
analysis of learning processes and learning outcomes related to the specific event and overall
comments on the effectiveness of the event.

Finally, partners reviewed the case study reports to prepare their workshops with different stakeholders

related to the case studies. These workshops aimed at validating the data presented in the case study

reports and to discuss on key characteristics related to effectiveness of demonstrations.
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T1: Programme/network level

Hellenic Crop Protection Association (HCPA)

The Hellenic Crop Protection Association (HCPA) actions have a national geographical coverage all over
Greece and cover all types of crops, trees and glasshouse production. HCPA is member of the European
Crop Protection Association and coordinates its overall actions (and accordingly its demo activities) jointly
with its European counterparts. When it comes Within the HCPA, the main people involved in the
development of demonstration activities are one coordinator (the Programme interviewee 1) and a
committee of 3-5 people who manage these activities. The coordinator has the overall coordination and
management of all demonstration activities around the country. An agronomist, member of the
organisation and part of the management committee acts as lecturer and demonstrator. HCPA sometimes
is the initiator of demo activities in different parts of Greece. This was also the case in the specific demo
event, as HCPA was the main initiator who reached out to local co-organisers to host/work on the event.

The organisation’s experience and know-how is on the safe and environmentally friendly use of plant
protection products. HCPA supports and promotes the safe and effective use of plant protection products,
and, at the same time, it advocates the implementation of the Good Agricultural Practices and Integrated
Crop Management Codes. So the topics are selected following the HCPA's programmes and objectives. As
the organisation is based in Athens, they always collaborate with local services, advisers, agronomists/
practitioners in Greek rural areas in order to adapt the demo topics to local production and needs. HCPA
relies to its interaction with, and feedback received by local experts and partners in order to adapt the
content of the demos. HCPA employees undertake several tasks when they organise demo activities, such
as the adaption of the content to attendees, organising and analysing feedback (about the demo itself
and on probable adoption of practice), evaluation procedures and the continuous engagement of demo
participants after the event. The HCPA demonstrators visit each region in advance in order to have some
meetings and discussions with (representatives) of local farmers and be aware of the practices and
machineries used in the region before the event. Then HCPA uses these observations and adapt the
design, the techniques and the language to local farmers’ characteristics and needs.

Moreover, HCPA uses a questionnaire in order to evaluate the demonstration activities and improve future
demo’s design and approaches. After any demo event, HCPA continues to engage participants and getin
touch with them by using information newsletters on new demos and news on spraying techniques,
regulations and applications. In the same line, they also try to assess if participants have engaged with
the lessons of the demonstrations by running two surveys: a baseline survey and a progress survey.
However, the progress survey is not run constantly in the last years, due to lack of funding.

The organisation is coordinating its actions with the relevant European crop protection
association. (Programme interviewee 1)

Geographically we cover all Greece. We cover all crops/trees (as well as glasshouse production).
(Programme interviewee 1)

There is one coordinator (the interviewee) and a committee of a few people (usually 3-5) which
manages these activities of the organisation. (Programme interviewee 1)

Q: How are demonstration topics selected? R: As explained earlier the themes and topics are
selected following the organisation’s/programme’s objectives. Still, we use feedback from local
experts to skew and structure the demo as close to the participants needs as possible.
(Programme interviewee 1)
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The interviewee has the overall coordination and management; one additional member of the
organisation (agronomist) as lecturer and demonstrator; Local public and private agronomists —
as recruiters and demonstrator. (Programme interviewee 1)

However, this second time (this event), the proposal came from ESYF in cooperation with the
Kapetan Vassilis Foundation. (Programme interviewee 2)

Q: How do you identify/select relevant topics that will interest farmers? R: Our organisation
works on the topics mainly with local practitioners/agronomists. Farmers are rarely involved.
(Programme interviewee 1)

Q: With reference to your programme, do you plan for the variation in learning capacities and
learning styles of individual farmers and their diversity of knowledge and skills? R: Yes. We meet
and talk with farmers before the event. Then we use our observations to design the demo and
use techniques and language adapted to their profile and needs. (Programme interviewee 1)

Q: Do you request feedback from demo participants? R: Yes. We use a questionnaire with
multiple choice questions. | would say that this is the least preferred part of the demonstrations
for participants. (Programme interviewee 1)

Q: Do you evaluate the demonstration activities overall? R: Yes. Give Feedback and re-engaging
with local farming communities; improving future demas (design, parts and approaches).
(Programme interviewee 1)

Q: Do you - at the programme level - continue to engage participants after the demonstrations?
R: We use a newsletter to inform participants on new demos and their results, new applications
and news on spraying techniques and regulations. We also get in touch mainly with producer
organisations to disseminate news. (Programme interviewee 1)

Q: Do you assess if participants have engaged with/acted on the lessons of the demonstrations?
R: We run a baseline survey which is followed by a progress survey. However, in the last years
we are not that consistent in our progress reports as they require additional funding.
(Programme interviewee 1)

The demonstrator came a couple of days in advance, met with farmers in order to see the tools
they are using, invited them to bring over their own tools...this has increased farmers'
"confidence" toward him and acted as an ice-breaker (the demonstrator is not local - he travelled
from Athens for the demo). (Observation tools)

DAEVThe Regional Directorate on Agricultural Economy and Veterinary services)

The Directorate of Agricultural Economics and Veterinary Services (DAEV), is a public service offering
services to farmers and coordinating agri and rural development measures and programs. The region’s
DAEV department organises demonstrations for over 33 years now on farmers’ fields or on any other
relevant facilities. DAEV is either the main initiator of the demo activities or cooperates with several
initiators (institutions, services, or people) wha contact DAEV in order to co-organise demonstration
events in the region. The main people involved in demonstration activities in the region, are DAEV's
employees and any actor they cooperate for that purpose.

In arganising demos, DAEV employees and the Director of DAEV (Agronomist and Programme
interviewee 2) make use of their deep knowledge and experience on the problems, constrains, needs
and interests of local people. At the same time, they rely on their extensive networking in the farming
community and the long-term relations and personal contacts they keep with farmers, corporations,
local agronomists, agricultural services stuff etc. Finally, DAEV employees continuously search and get
informed on the contemporary market needs, news on farming practices and innovations. DAEV and its
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Director have managed to build a very good reputation within the community through the years, which
in turn employ to effectively organise, plan, design, and implement demonstration activities in the
region. DAEV’s extensive connections, collaborations and networking with the farming community help
the organisation to accomplish several difficult tasks. More specifically, they are actively involved at
demonstration topic selection. As farmers’ needs are an absolute priority for them, they identify relevant
topics that will interest farmers and they adapt demo’s content to the local needs. Their role in that is
instrumental especially when the demo initiator (institution/organisation/service) is not local or DAEV
itself. In that case, when the demo initiator makes a proposal for cooperation with DAEV on a specific
topic, DAEV adapt these topics in relation to the local crops and local needs. They also select the suitable
local subarea in relation to each topic and they propose the appropriate host farmers that fit with the
demo goals and purposes. DAEV's extensive connections result also to the effective advertisement of the
event, securing at the same time farmers’ participation. After the event they keep in touch with key
participants for the dissemination of the demo results, as well as to follow up on their engagementin
applying learnings. Being extensively active with regions farmers they can assess if participants have
acted on the lessons of the demonstrations as well as to evaluate their own success/results of such
interventions/demonstration activities. Based on the feedback received from farmers, the collaborating
partners and other key actors in the area, they design and organise new interventions and
demonstration activities in the region. Finally, they reach out to, and discuss with, those farmers who
have never attended a demo eventin order to inform and try to engage them.

There are two ways to work on it: The first one is to start from our own initiative (DAEV), because
we detect from the very beginning, that there are already problems in some activities, and we
want to give solutions in order to improve things as well as to change things. The second case is
when the demo initiative is not ours, but we get informed from someone else (institution/or
people) who deals with these issues, and propose to cooperate with us in promoting and
targeting these demo activities. Through the cooperation with these people who communicate
with us we will see what type of knowledge we can transfer and what we can promote. So it's
their initiative on which we cooperate, we work together to organise. (Programme interviewee 2)

Those who are involved are us (DAEV), and then, there are always representatives of the actors
we cooperate with. (Programme interviewee 2)

Q: How are demonstration topics selected? R: We live here and we know well the region and
farmers. We have the knowledge and the experience but also direct/close communication with
all the local actors and the farmers. It always depends on problems and local concerns. Even
when other institutions/actors/initiators make us a proposal for cooperation on a specific topic,
we always adapt these topics in relation to the local crops and local needs. (Programme
interviewee 2)

So, we (DAAV) have proposed the area of application, because yes, you are addressing the
primary sector, but here in this specific region we have a different structure of production
(greenhouses and horticulture, while at the first event in Kiparissia we had olive trees). We were
already aware that at this region there is intensive labour and extensive use of plant protection
due to the special nature of the sectors here. (Programme interviewee 2)

Q: How do you target farmers to host demonstrations? R: We (DAEV), we do demonstrations 33
years now, we organise demo at farmers’ fields. We know the region very well so the criteria are
the issues/problems of agricultural practice in the area. These are our main criteria. Some other
criteria have to do with the know-how of the host farmer, the initiative he takes on his own, how
progressive he is, if he is well-connected with the market, how he is communicating with other
people and to have a good cooperation with the services. (Programme interviewee 2)
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If the organisers can effectively plan, design, prove and implement, then yes they will come to
see. It has to do with the reputation you built within the community through the years, as an
institution as well as a person. | am an expert in greenhouses and vegetables, | know these
topics extremely well and | am here in the area for so many years, yes if they learn that | am
going to organise an eventi.e. in a greenhouse, they will come only for this reason, because |
will organise it myself. In the area here | am very well -known, | love so much want | am doing
and | also want to do it properly. (Programme interviewee 2)

The callis always open, we are not excluding anyone. As many farmers as possible learn about

the up-coming event, the better for us. However, we have to define strategically the key farmers
and actors who will be able to transfer to third parties (who may not attend the demonstration)

the information and knowledge derived from the event. The call is always free. We always send

a press release to everyone; we want everybody to come to the event. (Programme interviewee

2)

However, | know, that these 50 are going to come and they will diffuse to other farmers who
won't attend, what they have seen here at the event.... if | talk to these people and have a
conversation with them and tell them why we do the event, what is the purpose and what we
want to show, it would be easier to convince them. | will be able to inform them on some of the
issues we are going to show as well as to associate the topic with their own situation and
interests (personal or of the area), because | am really aware of these. So, yes, with the farmers
as well as with the key actors here in the region | have personal contacts, e.g. representatives of
greenhouse corporations, local private agronomists who know well the region’s farming
situation. (Programme interviewee 2)

Q: How effective are you in recruiting in ‘the hard to reach’ or those who have never attended a
demonstration event before? R: Especially for those farmers who have never attend, it is finally
up to us to reach out to them, to find and talk to them, to show them that if today they are not
taking partinto current concerns, actions, the market, tomorrow they will be out of it.
(Programme interviewee 2)

The topic we choose must be related to local problems. If the topic is not a (visible) problem for
the area, they will not be interested. Secondly, if it is not related to a problem, it has to be
something that will give perspectives in the area. Being aware of the problems of agricultural
practice and the agricultural situation in the region, we choose those issues/topics that we can
resolve quickly, but at the same time they must have a great importance for our region.
(Programme interviewee 2)

Foundations

The HCPA teams up with additional local stakeholders willing and able to assist in organising demos.
Foundations serve this role in many dimensions beyond their financial support. This is the case with
Kapetan Vassilis, a well-grounded and highly respected foundation which is active (also) in the region
where the demo event was organised. The Kapetan Vassilis foundation, supports amaong others the
development of the primary sector in Messinia (region in south west Peloponnese) and the producers
organisations of the region. In the specific event, the proposal/initiative for the demonstration came
from HCPA and was adopted and embraced by the Kapetan Vassilis Foundation.

It is Costa Navarino which has created a foundation (Kapetan Vassilis) to support among others
the development of the primary sector in Messinia (the region), and finally the organisations of
the region's producers. (Programme interviewee 2)
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However, this second time (this event), the proposal came from HCPA in cooperation with the
Kapetan Vassilis Foundation. (Programme interviewee 2)

Initiators

While the HCPA is extensively active in initiating demo events, as already mentioned DAEV also takes
the lead in organising relevant activities in the region. Moreover, many times several other initiators
(institutions, services, or people) ask DAEV’s cooperation in order to co-organise demonstration events at
the region. These initiators make use of DAEV's experience and knowledge in the region and they are
jointly plan and designs the demo activities. Some of these initiators which have cooperated with DAEV
over the time were the Agricultural University of Athens and other universities, NAGREF - ELGO Dimitra
(public agricultural research and education service), private companies related to new technologies,
cooperatives —both primary coops and coop unions, large consumer organisations and producer
organisations. In this specific case, DAEV responded to the initiative of HCPA and facilitated the co-
organisation of the demo event.

There are two ways to work on it: The first one is to start from our own initiative (DAEV), because
we detect from the very beginning, that there are already problems in some activities, and we
want to give solutions in order to improve things as well as to change things. The second case is
when the demo initiative is not ours, but we getinformed from someone else (institution/or
people) who deals with these issues, and propose to cooperate with us in promoting and
targeting these demo activities. Through the cooperation with these people who communicate
with us we will see what type of knowledge we can transfer and what we can promote. So it's
their initiative on which we cooperate, we work together to organise. We have worked with the
Agricultural University of Athens many times but also other universities, with NAGREF - ELGO
Dimitra, with private companies related to new technologies, with cooperatives —both primary
coops and coop unions, with large consumer organisations, and finally with producer
organisations. With the abovementioned entities through time, both on our own initiative and in
cooperation with them or with their own initiative in cooperation with us, we have organised
demonstrations in the field. The latter is the case with HCPA, which we host here today... as you
see it here today. (Programme interviewee 2)

Target Audience/type of participants

The intended audience of the demonstrations organised are people working in the primary sector such
as executives, agronomists and advisers. Both Programme interviewees stressed that it is very important
for people who work with farmers to keep watching developments and solutions concerning agricultural
issues. At the same time, they focus on open-minded innovative farmers who have already adapted to
market trends. Finally, they address to any interested entity such as farmers’ organisations or anyone
that needs technical support and solutions.

Q: Who is your intended audience? R: With regard to DAEV (The Regional Directorate on
Agricultural Economy and Veterinary services) , we aim at executives, people working in the
primary sector, and especially young people, those with open minds, who are interested in
looking for new things, people that are already adapted to market trends, and in general with
modern perceptions occurs on farming. That is, those that have already introduce new
technologies and, moreover, they have embedded innovations in their farming practices. {Q: So,
you focus more on the already innovative ones, who have already introduced innovation rather
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than those that are not so innovative?}. R: Yes, that's correct ... We are also targeting
agronomists and advisers as well as farmers organisations, because they also want support,
either on technical issues or on some market issues. So these people who work with farmers
should keep watching these developments so that they can find solutions through cooperation
and synergies. (Programme interviewee 2)

Localagronomists (public or private)

As already mentioned HCPA is situated in Athens. Therefore, HCPA always collaborates with local
services, advisers, agronomists/ practitioners in Greek rural regions in order to select and adapt the
demo topics locally. Thus, HCPA works to select the appropriate local partners which they act as
demonstrators and recruiters, and often as co-organisers too. Local agronomists (public or private) have
a crucial role in demo advertisement and participant’s engagement by using their regional connections
and networks.

The interviewee (HCPA) has the overall coordination and management; One additional member
of the organisation (agronomist) as lecturer and demonstrator; Local public and private
agronomists — as recruiters and demonstrators; Representatives of commercial companies - as
demonstrators of machinery and to react to specific technical questions; Farmers as
demonstrators (not regularly). (Programme interviewee 1)

The role of local (public and private) agronomists and practitioners is instrumental. Our role is to
select carefully the right local partners, who are then engaged in recruiting (more than
targeting) farmers. (Programme interviewee 1)

To advertise events: We have seen that the least efficient is to use local newspapers. Radio and
social networks, producer groups, local agronomists, even municipal services are more
appropriate to reach out to farmers. (Programme interviewee 1)

Q: How do you identify/select relevant topics that will interest farmers? R: Our organisation
works on the topics mainly with local practitioners/agronomists. Farmers are rarely involved.
(Programme interviewee 1)

In your experience, what is the mast effective way of attracting participants and advertising
events? So, yes, with the farmers as well as with the key actors here in the region | have
personal contacts, e.g. representatives of greenhouse corporations, local private agronomists
who know well the region’s farming situation. Some of them want to offer some help to our
department DAEV, they ask me if we need anything i.e. personnel, finance etc. (Programme
interviewee 2)

Q: How are demonstration topics selected? R: as explained earlier the themes and topics are
selected following the organisation’s/programme’s objectives. Still, we use feedback from local
experts to skew and structure the demo as close to the participants needs as possible.
(Programme interviewee 1)

Representatives of commercial companies

According to the HCPA interviewee, representatives of commercial companies are sometimes involved in
HCPA’s demo activities as machinery demonstrators. These representatives offer their expert knowledge
and answer to technical questions of demo participants. Such actors according to DAEV's interviewee
intend to get involved also to demo activities organised locally by DAEV, by offering finance, personnel
etc. Finally, representatives of commercial companies contribute to advertising demos and engage
participants.
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Q: Who are the main people involved in the demonstration activities and what are their roles?
R: The interviewee has the overall coordination and management; One additional member
of the organisation (agronomist) as lecturer and demonstrator; Local public and private
agronomists — as recruiters and demonstrators; Representatives of commercial companies
- as demonstrators of machinery and to react to specific technical questions; Farmers as
demonstrators (not regularly). (Programme interviewee 1)

In your experience, what is the most effective way of attracting participants and advertising
events? So, yes, with the farmers as well as with the key actors here in the region | have
personal contacts, e.g. representatives of greenhouse corporations, local private
agronomists who know well the region’s farming situation. Some of them want to offer some
help to our department DAEV, they ask me if we need anything i.e. personnel, finance etc.
They do not propose us such a things because they love us or because we are beautiful. It is
just because they will gain from what we do, we create the wealth, because part of the wealth
that we will create with our actions they will take it back. They will give a piece and they will
get much more in return. What is the point, the goal is to have a multiplier, when managing
these profits, so all are benefited through our actions. Our work is to co-ordinate all these
processes. (Programme interviewee 2)

Farmerd YRLIA YA2Y f S RSNEE

The HCPA interviewee indicated that it is not usual for farmers to act as a demonstrator when HCPA
organises a demonstration event; however, sometimes this may happen as in the case of this specific
event. HCPA works mainly with producer groups who contribute to host farmer selection, topic selection
as well as the event’s advertisement. In general, HCPA does not involve host farmers in the development
of the overall demonstration programme; If/when needed HCPA works mainly with cooperatives and/or
producer organisations. On the other hand, host farmers are sometimes involved in the development of
the individual demonstration activities they organise. This is justified by the fact that host farmers bring
their own machinery and participants to the demo event, and practice new spraying techniques and
machinery during demonstrations. HCPA intends to make use in the future of some regional “opinion
leaders” as participants, as their contribution would lead to more interesting and successful
demonstrations.

As far as DAEV is concerned, the overall approach is to coordinate its actions with regional farmer’s
needs and situation. The Directorate makes systematic use of key farmers and actors who would be able
to transfer to non-attending farmers, the information and knowledge derived from the demonstration
event. Due to its extensive regional contacts, DAEV sometimes involve host farmers in the development
of the overall demonstration programme i.e. at the topic selection. Mareover, host farmers are always
involved in the development of the individual demonstration activities that DAEV organises, especially
when a demo takes place on a farmer’s farm.

Q: Who are the main people involved in the demonstration activities and what are their roles? ) :
“...” Farmers as demonstrators (not reqularly). (Programme interviewee 1)

Q: Are participants targeted in demo recruitment? ) : Never. We would have liked to have more
“opinion leaders” as participants instead of hosts. We have seen that when this occurred, the
demo was more interesting and successful for all of us (organisers and participants).
(Programme interviewee 1)

The callis always open, we are nat excluding anyone. As many farmers as possible learn about
the up-coming event, the better for us. However, we have to define strategically the key farmers
and actors who will be able to transfer to third parties (who may not attend the demonstration)
the information and knowledge derived from the event. The callis always free. We always send
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a press release to everyone; we want everybody to come to the event. (Programme interviewee
2)

One needs to work in 3 dimensions in order to attract participants: a) Offer compensation, gifts
in kind, food etc.; b) Work with a local organisation/foundation to co-fund, co-advertise the
demo; c) Work with producer groups to select host farmer and topics. (Programme interviewee
1)

To advertise events: We have seen that the least efficient is to use local newspapers. Radio and
social networks, producer groups, local agronomists, even municipal services are more
appropriate to reach out to farmers. (Programme interviewee 1)

Q: Are host farmers involved in the development of the overall demonstration programme? ) :
Never. If needed we mainly work with their cooperatives/producer organisations. (Programme
interviewee 1)

Demonstrators

HCPAs agronomists are the main demonstrators during the events that the association organises.
However many other actors are sometimes demonstrators, such as local public and private agronomists
and representatives of commercial companies especially when the demo showcases new machinery
and. As already, mentioned farmers rarely act as demonstrators at HCPA's demonstration events.

Q: Who are the main people involved in the demonstration activities and what are their roles? J:
The interviewee has the overall coordination and management; One additional member of the
organisation (agronomist) as lecturer and demonstrator; Local public and private agronomists —
as recruiters and demonstrators; Representatives of commercial companies — as demonstrators
of machinery and to react to specific technical questions; Farmers as demonstrators (not
regularly). (Programme interviewee 1)

HCPA is in close cooperation with its European association in order to timely and efficiently adapt the
national programme to the new norms and regulations that apply in the EU. At the same time, when it
comes to the organisation of individual events, the association works with selected partners, in order to
gain access to local community. They cooperate with local organisations/foundations and they jointly
organise, finance and advertise the planned demonstration events.

DAEV has also developed important networks with which it cooperates over the years in organising
demonstration activities. More specifically DAEV has organised demonstrations with the Agricultural
University of Athens and other universities, NAGREF - ELGO Dimitra (public agricultural research and
education services), private companies related to new technologies, cooperatives —-both primary coops
and coop unions, large consumer organisations and producer organisations. Besides demo activities,
DAEV is connected to other networks/programmes as partner in several programmes, in which they
work to engage local farmer groups. More specifically DAEV cooperate with universities (national such
as Agricultural University of Athens or European such as Wageningen), NAGREF and other organisations
as well as the private sector.

Soit's their initiative on which we cooperate, we work together to organise. We have worked
with the Agricultural University of Athens many times but also other universities, with
NAGREF - ELGO Dimitra, with private companies related to new technologies, with
cooperatives —both primary coops and coop unions, with large consumer organisations, and
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finally with producer organisations. With the abovementioned entities through time, either
on our own initiative or in cooperation with them or with their own initiative in cooperation
with us, we have organised demonstrations in the field. The latter is the case with HCPA
which we host here today... as you see it here today. (Programme interviewee 2)

As explained earlier (Q1) the organisation is in close cooperation with their European
association/counterpart. This allows for the timely and efficient adaptation of the programme to
the new norms and regulations. (Programme interviewee 1.

Either by our own, with the scientific staff of our service, or in cooperation with the universities
(national or from abroad), NAGREF, the private sector. Let me tell you this time we have a
program, with Wageningen, and another 40 universities across Europe and with Mr Fountas
from the Agricultural University, with a budget of 300 million Euros, the biggest program we
have ever had. We are partners, together with farmer groups here. At the same time, we have
now submitted to the measure 16 (of the National rural development programme) for another 5
programs, here for the region, for the needs of the area. We always run these programs in
cooperation with other organisations. And we evaluate their implementation. We (DEAV) are
working with big partners, we are small, but they are counting on our cooperation. (Programme
interviewee 2)

The demonstrations organised by HCPA are mainly self-funded by the association’s member
contributions. In some cases regional funders with local references/interests, also support HCPA’s
demonstration activities. This support, however, is mainly related to some facilitation during demo
activities such as the provision of a lecture or discussion room, and not with direct financial support.
Furthermore, HCPA employees do not take any remuneration for organising and
participating/delivering a demo. Surprisingly enough, according to the Programme interviewee, this
allowed for the continuation of demonstration activities over the years, even when the association’s
funding was low.

There are not any economic benefits related to hosting a demonstration when a host farmer is involved.
Nevertheless, when supply companies are involved, some kind of small “gifts” are given to host farmers.

The specific event in Filiatra on 17th October 2018 was a very well organised and at the same time low
cost demonstration. The overall cost was about 300 euros, covered by HCPA, DAEV and the Kapetan
Vassilis foundation. Expenses covered were the travel and food expenses of the HCPA’s demonstrator,
who came from Athens, as well as some food and refreshments for the event's attendees.

Q: What are the funding arrangements for your demo activities? | : How do these impact on the
lifespan of the farm demo? It is mainly a Self-financed programme (members of the
organisation/association pay through their contribution those demo activities as well as other
activities of the association); There were cases where a foundation (usually with local
references/interests) has supported those activities (not in cash though: mainly by providing a
room for the lecture part of the demo or for the discussion and/or video demonstration). When a
local/regional funder is involved, recruitment and participation is easier and wider. The
members of the organisation do not take any remuneration for organising and
participating/delivering a demo. This helps a lot, in years where funding is low, to continue
offering those activities. (Programme interviewee 1)

This program and generally many programs do not want a lot of money, they just want open
minds. The whole story that you will see, is HCPA with some little expenses, DAEV with very
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little expenses, even a little less support from Costa Navarino (the foundation). The cost of this
whole story is small, but all those who are interested in giving solutions and with our voluntary
participation we will do this event, almost without money, with very little money. Let me tell
you, all that you see has a cost altogether about 300 euros. We as DEAV we gave 100 Euros in
order to cover the transport and food expenses for the HCPA’s demonstrator (the demonstrator
from the HCPA has come from Athens) and for a worker | used. All these actions do not need a
lot of money. But we can do actions and take initiatives in order to organise such events without
cost. (Programme interviewee 2)

Q: What do you think are the motivations/reasons for farmers to host demonstration activities?
| : There are not any economic benefits related to hosting a demonstration (apart from some/a
few cases where they get in-kind “gifts” from participating companies). There are though
indirect ones (hands-on experience, salving problems, reducing costs, compliance with
directives, etc.). (Programme interviewee 1)

We cannot give incentives, we are a public service, and we usually do not have any of these
possibilities. And the incentives are not many, they are small. If we have the possibility to give
some incentives, we will do it, but this is the less important in the whole story. Generally we do
not have this “luxury”. (Programme interviewee 2)

The demonstrator stated that he would benefit from some extra training as a demonstrator (Past survey
demonstrator). The demonstrator is not typically trained in order to be a demonstrator, and learned this
role on the job. Recently he attended a 3 days intensive seminar abroad, on advanced spraying
techniques/machines and relevant EU norms and regulations (Pre survey demonstrator).

As already mentioned HCPA’s overall goal is to support and promote the safe and effective use of plant
protection products in the agricultural sector. HCPA's demonstration events are initiated in order to
inform farmers (end-users) on new regulation and as well as new pesticides or machinery/tools.

DAEV’s goals concerning the demonstration activities have to do with more “typical” extension goals.
Demonstrations serve to make farmers aware of new developments in the agricultural sector and diffuse
innovative practices and thus improve the agricultural production regionally. Demonstrations are also
considered as an effective way for DAEV to be as close as possible to the needs of interested
farmers/other regional actors. At the same time, DAEV intent to improve through the demaonstration
activities, their own institution and their own staff. Thus, demos are seen as an opportunity to
strengthen and train regional advisers/practitioners (including DAEV stuff), in order to be up-to-date
with the contemporary developments of the farming sector.

At the specific event, the demo was on spraying techniques. Its main objectives related to farmer’s safety
and health, the use of the appropriate machinery and pesticides and the management of post-
application issues, which have an impact on environment. More specifically the demonstration had to do
with the correct setting of the spray sets, as a wrong set of the spray sets, leads to a great waste of the
spraying solution. Therefore, the main goal of the specific event was to showcase proper plant
protection implementation, which reduces the quantity of the spraying solution used and consequently
the production costs, mitigates the negative impact on the environment, and at the same time protects
the health of the end-users.
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The programme relates to spraying/spraying techniques. It has three objectives: a) safety and
health of farmer; b) using the appropriate machinery, and pesticides (according to infection,
time of day, environmental conditions); ¢) post-application issues/ environment (water and air
pollution in case not applied appropriately, disposal of stock, container management).
(Programme interviewee 1)

When there is new regulation, new directives we prioritise this info to reach farmers. Same goes
when there are new pesticides or machinery/tools. In all demonstrations there is a rather
permanent component which refers to farmers’ safety and health protection as well as pre and
post-spraying management and environmental issues. (Programme interviewee 1)

Our goals through this very special way (demo activities), is to enable as many as possible
people who are interested to learn new things and how to improve their farming activities and
production. Moreover, a goal for us is to be as close as possible to the needs of those interested
people. The second is thatin order for us (as public agronomists and advisers) to succeed that,
we should have very good information and knowledge about these issues from the organisation
that | work for (something which is currently missing), but also for each one of the staff that
works at the organisation. So we have to understand very well what exactly we intend to show,
how this connects to both the farmers’ and the region’s needs. By knowing the practical needs
we have to make very good use of this information in order to improve things, to improve the
situation in general. We work to improve our institution and also our work (as staff member),
each one of as to improve our situation and make it more up-to-date and modern. (Programme
interviewee 2)

So we should see how the proper use of plant protection products can be done, but proper use is
not just about choosing the right product, the appropriate dosage or the good guidance by a
technician. A very important parameter of this whole story is the correct setting of the spray sets
where there is a great waste of the spraying solution which pollutes the environment, with
serious public health implications, but which primarily affects the health of the farmer-users
who are young people. These farmers often do not know the risks arising from the use of plant
protection products. This is what we wanted to do today, by promoting actions in relation to the
above-mentioned issues 1) Proper plant protection implementation, reducing the spraying
solution, reducing the negative impact on the environment, reducing production costs, and
protecting the health of users is at the centre of this whole story. And the most important thing
is that with proper implementation we will have an effective response to plant protection
problems for all different crops. (Programme interviewee 2)

T2: Farm (event) level

The specific event was held on 17" of October 2018 in Filiatra, and took place on the local facilities of
NAGREF - ELGO Dimitra - a public agricultural research and education service. The demonstrator used a
small side field, to demonstrate different tools/machines. There were no comparative layouts in the
field. (Observation tool)

According to both Programme interviewees, the demonstrations organised in the frame of their
organisations, are a mixture of exemplary and experimental approaches. Furthermore, they both agree
that this mixture of exemplary and experimental approaches are more preferable. According to the
HCPA'’s interviewee, this choice derives from their perceptions on farmer’s preferences and interests as
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well as HCPA's organisational experience and knowledge. According to DAEV's interviewee, the solutions
and practices demonstrated are related to local experimentations and adaptions of several technologies.
DAEV conduct experiments and showcase results through demonstrations. However, the demonstrator
(HCPA's —employee), has classified the specific event as a showcase of existing practices. (P8st survey
demonstrator)

All and each one of the components/parameters of the demo: the topic, what
farmers/participants seem to prefer/interests them more, our organisational experience and
knowledge. (Programme interviewee 1)

We conduct experiments and showcase results. First we see what is proven by the experiments
in order to be sure. Then we are experimenting in order to show that what we have chosen here
is the right one. So first we evaluate, and then we do the pilot applications. These is because we
do not move on, in a random way. (Programme interviewee 2)

The eventincluded a theoretical/technical presentation and a practical part. The topic of the
demonstration event, was on alternative spraying tools/equipment (use, calibrating, etc.); handling of
pesticide containers; farmers' health protection measures and environmental protection (Observation
tool). Some external equipment have been showcased to farmer attendees, such as machines/tools
which are actually used in the everyday farming experience in the region. This working equipment has
been demonstrated in order to highlight and visualise problems and discuss solutions on plant
protection safety and environmental impacts. Furthermore real protection measures/equipment that
farmers can use (suits, masks, helmets etc.) have been demonstrated as well. (Observation tool)

Thirty participants have been present, when the specific demonstration event started. The
demonstration event, ended up with over 50 attendees (Observation tool). All participants worked in the
area where the event took place (Pre demonstration survey participant). The interviewed participants’
were farmers (77%) and agronomists (23%) (Pre demonstration survey participant). Approximately 82%
of participants felt actively or very actively involved during the whole demonstration process (Post
participant’s survey). According to the event’'s demonstrator, participants (farmers, advisers, researchers
etc.) were involved in the overall development of the specific demonstration (P@st survey demonstrator).
This was supported by the fact that farmers shared what they are doing or using at their everyday
experience and some of them tried the protection measures displayed (P8st survey demonstrator). Only
a couple of participants used the spraying machines/equipment during the demonstration. Solutions
and problems have been discussed during the theoretical and practical part of the demonstration
(Observation tool). Finally, it was paossible for everyone who wanted to participate, to take part at the
specific demonstration. (Pre survey demonstrator)

At the specific demonstration event, there was no host famer involved as the event took place on
agricultural public service facilities. There was one demonstrator who is a HCPA’ employee. More
specifically he is an agronomist (agricultural engineer) and adviser (P@st survey demonstrator + Pre
survey demonstrator). The demonstrator used a step-by-step approach, starting from the safety
measures farmers should take and then turned to calibrating tools/machines. He used simple
techniques to calculate the quantity needed and then he used different machines in order to show
problems in practice. The demonstration ended up with what farmers should do when they finish their
spraying applications i.e. safety measures; recycle containers etc. (Observation tool)
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The Director of DAEV facilitated the event and guided questions and/or discussions. He is very much
respected as he has worked with local farmers for some decades and farmers feel that they have
someone to turn to when in problem. The Director was very active in disseminating the event and
informing all possible interested farmers to participate. His role was to introduce the demo, encourage
engagement, discussions and build consensus. He was instrumental in negotiating conflicts, as his deep
knowledge of local farming community, made it very easy for him to understand what was behind
emerging conflicting views and issues and offered efficient ways forward. He also kept track of time and
encouraged participation in both theoretical and practical parts. Moreover, he connected the "messages”
to farmers' obligations as well as to "rural life" concerning spraying and especially highlighted the
mistakes in applications thatimpact upon life in rural areas and create conflicts with/among
neighbouring households. (Observation tool)

The demonstrator and the facilitator, invited participants to share and question what they were doing in
their farming lives and compare and challenge practice and advices shared. (Observation tool)

Q: Were participants (farmers, advisers, researchers etc.) involved in the overall development of
this demonstration?| : Yes. Sharing what they are doing, using (a couple of them) their own
tools/equipment, trying protection measures. (P@st survey demonstrator)

The perspective of several demo events in the future has been discussed between participants and the
facilitator-local organiser. More specifically some logistical/housekeeping issues were discussed e.g.
where and when to hold the next meeting and the timings of the next event - befare or after harvesting.
The time of the day (10am or 2pm) has been also discussed. In that way farmers/participants had a
good input concerning these arrangements and had the opportunity to shape or change things.
(Observation tool)

The Programme interviewee from HCPA, stated that several arrangements and preparations when
hosting a demonstration event, are an important factor that would influence farmers’ attendance. In his
point of view, some preparations when hosting a demonstration event such as “gifts”, food/refreshments
or even a compensation for farmers’ participation during demos, would facilitate a lot farmers’
attendance. At the specific event some food and refreshments were available to participants.

When they do not get something such as a gift, food/refreshments during demos, or even a
compensation for their participation. From our experience those elements of a demo facilitate a
lot farmers’ participation. (Programme interviewee 1)

The travel time of participants to reach the demo farm, ranged from 5 to 30 minutes, with an average
time close to 13 minutes (Pre demonstration survey participant). All participants rated their travel effort
to participate as very little effort. Approximately all participants stated that it was a local meeting so it
was quite easy for them to attend. (Pre demonstration survey participant)

Participants did not have to pay a fee to attend the demonstration. Mareover, nane of the participants had
received any financial compensation for its attendance. (Post participant’s survey)
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T1: Coordinating effective recruitment of host farmers and participants

This is a self-financed programme (members of the organisation/association pay through their
contribution to demo activities as well as other activities of the association). No financial incentives are
offered to host farmers. The programme interviewee explained:

There are not any economic benefits related to hosting a demonstration (apart from some/a few
cases where they get in-kind “gifts” from participating companies). (Programme Interviewee 1)

The Programme Interviewee 1 considered that the main motivations for hosting is to enhance respect
from peers, and self-respect and so increase their social standing in the community. The host farmers
“see their role as a ‘leader’ a ‘driver’ to change”.

Motivations for participants are varied, and include: compliance with directives and potential subsidies
related to integrated pest management; acquire knowledge and learn about application of Codes of
good agricultural practices; learn how to reduce costs related to spraying; learn about environmental
concerns/issues. The first interviewee remarked that there are also:

“social standing’ motivations: ... often that farmers participate to demonstration activities they
consider themselves as part of a pioneer/innovative team (Programme Interviewee 1)

When asked about the target audience for demos the Programme Interviewee remarked that they cover
the whole country and all arable, tree and horticulture sectors, saying:

Geographically we cover all Greece. We cover all crops/trees (as well as glasshouse praduction)
(Programme Interviewee 1)

With respect to a future targeting strategy the Programme Interviewee example that they wanted to
build on their experiences and include more opinion leaders as participants:

We would have liked to have more “opinion leaders” as participants instead of hosts. We
have seen that when this occurred, the demo was mare interesting and successful for all of
us (organisers and participants) (Programme Interviewee 1)

In his opinion, a multi-pronged approach works best when it comes to recruiting participants, as follows:

One needs to work in three dimensions in aorder to attract participants: a) Offer
compensation, gifts in kind, food etc.; b) Work with a local organisation/foundation to co-
fund, co-advertise the demo; ¢) Work with producer groups to select host farmer and topics
(Programme Interviewee 1)
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According to the Programme interviewee they have found that the least efficient way is to use local
newspapers. Instead radio and social networks, producer groups, local agronomists, even municipal
services are more appropriate to reach out to farmers.

Notably he/she observed that involving local/regional funders helps with recruitment and is cost
effective:

When a local/regional funder is involved, recruitment and participation is easier and wider.
The members of the organisation do not take any remuneration for organising and
participating/delivering a demo. This helps a lot, in years where funding is low, to continue
offering those activities (Programme Interviewee 1)

T2: Appropriate demonstration and interaction approaches

The Programme Interviewee described the nature of interaction as Mostly top-down. He/she explained
that this approach is most appropriate given the technical nature of the topics covered:

It is the nature of the topic/demo (spraying) that guides our decision. It is a difficult topic both in
technical terms and with regard to the compliance rules, so it requires a top-down approach. On
top of that, we have seen that there is a lack of understanding and knowledge among many
farmers on the risks involved -but also on potential benefits when applying the right techniques
(Programme Interviewee 1)

Due to the topics covered in the organisation’s demos, farmers are not involved. Instead they mainly
work with farmer cooperatives/producer organisations.

Regarding whether host farmers are involved in individual demonstrations, the first Programme
Interviewee explained that they bring their own machinery; they bring over participants; and that they
practise with the new spraying techniques and machinery. However, participating farmers are not
involved in organising individual demonstrations.

Neither host nor participating farmers are involved in the network programme. This is because

Our organisation works on the topics mainly with local practitioners/agronomists. Farmers are
rarely involved. (Programme Interviewee 1)

The Programme Interviewee described the network as ‘In between’ ‘Whole farm’, and ‘Single focussed’
and the approach as ‘A mixture’ of Experimental and Exemplary’, expressing a preference for this
approach and explaining that:

This is influenced by the components and aims of the demo: the topic, what
farmers/participants seem to prefer/interests them more, our organisational experience and
knowledge. (Programme Interviewee 1)
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With respect to the optimal size of the group at a demo the interviewee felt that there is not an ideal size
or type that it depends heavily on whether it is for the crop/tree cultivation, or for a glasshouse.

T3: Enabling learning appropriate to purpose, audience, context

When asked about the common structure of the day or what materials were used in the demonstration
the interviewee explained that:

For me the most effective way is to bring flipcharts in the field. To start with a short
theoretical/technical presentation and then go into practical demonstration activities. At the end
ask participants to do what they have seen. (Programme Interviewee 1)

For assessment of whether a3 demo has been effective the Programme Interviewee selected ‘Participants
ask questions & talk openly’ as the most important outcome saying that:

The most important thing/parameter is farmers to engage and express freely what they
think/see (both positive and negative comments and questions are useful). Nothing works well if
participants do not feel open to interact (Programme Interviewee 1)

The Programme Interviewee said that they do take into account variation in learning mainly by meeting
and talking with farmers before the event, this helps to design the demo as he/she explained:

Then we use our observations to design the demo and use techniques and language adapted to
their profile and needs. (Programme Interviewee 1)

T4 Effective follow-up activities

With respect to follow-up activities the programme uses a newsletter to inform participants about new
demos and their results, new applications and news on spraying techniques and regulations. They also
get in touch mainly with producer organisations to disseminate news.

In terms of providing any materials after the event, as well as the newsletters, they also have a YouTube
channel where we share with participants and the general farming community short videos on spraying
techniques, how to calibrate their machinery, container management etc.

The programme sometimes assesses the impact of the event amongst participants. They run a baseline
survey which is followed by a progress survey. However the interviewee notes that:
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In the last years we are not that consistent in our progress reports as they require additional
funding. (Programme Interviewee 1)

With respect to assessing the impact of the event in the wider farming community the interviewee
responded that they do not have any dedicated activities, they:

Do not have a specific, permanent activity to follow this up. We have general discussions with
local agronomists and get their feedback on that. (Programme Interviewee 1)

Greece Case Study 1
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Event details

The group consisted of about 50-60 participants, 13 of which filled in the pre demo survey and 22 the
post survey.

All participants who filled in the pre survey worked in the local area.

n° survey farmer and
participants agronomist farmer software dairy
occupations 13 2 10 1
gender 13
male 10 1 9
female 3 1 1 1
age 13
18-30 2 1 1
31-40 4 1 3
41-50 5 5
51-60 2 1 1
60+

T1: Learning processes

When in the whole group, more than 50% of the participants had no problem sharing their knowledge
and/or experiences related to the topic. There was a very open atmosphere and participants were happy
to speak up. The participants were never broken up into smaller groups. There was a lot of time for
questions. There was a natural flow of questions continuously during the day. However, there wasn't
any time set aside specifically for questions. There were many questions and comments and most of the
participants posed questions. There wasn't any particular reflection on the participants' points of view.
The training was more focused on the specificities of care and maintenance of orchards than on getting
the participants to formulate their own opinions.
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Handson opportunies and other muksensorial experiences

More than one hands-on activity was demonstrated very clearly/ instructively. Participants could take
partin multiple hands-on activities, and got some sort of feedback on their doing. They were outside in
field; seeing different spraying applications; observing steps in calibrating different machines/tools;
discussing on proper use of protection measures and actually wearing them (one of them) to observe
proper use. They could also see pictures/videos from applications - on good and ""less good™" practices.
Some of them were using their own equipment to demaonstrate common farming practices and discuss
on problems.

Discussion opportunities and negotiating conflicting points of view

The Director of the region's directorate on agriculture was facilitating the event. He is very much
respected as he has worked with local farmers since some decades and farmers feel that they have
someone to turn to when in problem (probably one of the few real agricultural extension warkers active
in Greece) The Director was very active in disseminating the event and informing all possible interested
farmers to participate. His role was to introduce the demo, encourage engagement, discussions and
build consensus, keep track of time, encourage participation in both thearetical and more practical part,
and connect "messages" to farmers' obligations as well as to "rural life" as spraying and especially
mistakes in applications impact upon life in rural areas and creates conflicts with/amaong neighbouring
households.

Open discussions between a few participants were stimulated. This focused mainly on the
environmental aspects of spraying, the need for a holistic approach in post-application handling and the
impact especially spraying has in rural communities. Shared critical points of view were
clarified/rephrased so more people could understand. The role of the facilitator was instrumentalin that:
his deep knowledge of local farming community, made it very easy for him to understand what was
behind emerging conflicting views and issues, and offered efficient ways forward.
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Participants all seem to know each other well, but are not close friends. This was the third time that most
of the participants met so they did seem to know each other and there was a good relationship between
them and between the main demonstrator and them. Both demonstrators were approachable and

seemed to be well-liked by the participants.
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during the whole
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4/22
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Wereparticipants(farmers,
advisers, researchers etc.)
involved in the overall
development of this
demonstratior?

Yes, through sharing whal
they are doing, using (a
couple of them) their own
tools/equipment, trying
protection measures

| felt likethe
demonstration increase
my ability to rely on
myselfas a farmer.

2/22

11/22

8/22

1/22

| couldrelate well to
other participants
(because they have an
agricultural background
similar to mine).

1/22

11/22

8/22

2/22

Most of the participants
were well known to me

1/2 0

A lot of theother
participantsarepart of
the same farmer
networkas me.

10/22

11/22

1/22

A lot of the participantare
part of the same network
as me

| felt like | couldrust the
knowledge of (most of)
the other participants

3/22
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6/22

1/22

The demonstratiofielt
like an informal activity
to me.

2/22

9/22

4/22

7122

The demonstration felt likan
informal activityto me.

| thoughtthe host farm
was comparable enoug
to my own farm

| think thehost farmwas
well suitedfor this demo.

| had the feeling the
demonstrator was like
one of us.

1/22

2/22

9/22

9/22

1/22

| had the feeling could
trust the demonstrators
knowledge

13/22

9/22

| got along very well wit
the demonstrator.

11/22

10/22

1/22

| got along wellvith the

participants.

T2: Learning outcomes

The explained knowledge was very clearly understandable. The demonstrator used different
tools/machines during the demo so he had the opportunity to revisit and adapt steps to each equipment
used. Skills were sufficiently addressed to foster maximum uptake by participants. Only some of the
participants used spraying machines/equipment. All participants saw clearly the results of a wrong
calibration and measurement of tools.

There was an extensive discussion of problems and solutions, with pictures and videos to illustrate usual
mistakes and wrong applications. There were also discussions on what went wrong when calibrating
machines, and about what has happened in their farms when they sprayed in unfavourable weather

conditions (and the reaction of neighbours).

Greece Case Study 1

26



participant answers

What would youdeally
like to learntoday?

Nothing specific, whenever one |
the chance to learn something it
always good for his work; new
things; how to apply the correc
spraying technique; ideally
something practical, not only
theories; environmental friendly
techniques, specific info on my
crops/trees; update on new
technologies; how to apply spray
properly (and save also money
personal health protection
measures; state of the art in
spraying; how to calibrate sprayi
equipment - improved handling t
protect the environment.

palbesip AiBuons
aalbesip

paaibe

@aibe Abuons
|qeoijdde jou

Thedemonstration met
my expectations
regarding what | wanted t
learn.

o
[\
=~
N
N

10/22| 9/22

=
=
N
N

Thedemonstration
exceeded my
expectations.

0 |5/22(10/22| 5/22 | 2/22

| felt surprisedat some
point(s) during the
demonstration.

2/22|3/22|10/22| 6/22 | 1/22

| obtained a clearer
understandingf the
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(knowledge, skill, practice|
etc.).
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Ithought about how |
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the ideas and practices or
my own farm.

14/22| 6/22 | 2/22

I reflected on my own
point of viewat some
point during the
demonstration.

0 |1/22|12/22| 6/22 | 3[22

| learnt abouthe
principles underlying a
practice

0 [13/22 7/22 | 2/22 0

| thought abouthow we
learn something newn
demonstrations (e.g.:
teaching methods).
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of this demonstration.
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demonstrator answers

what do youintend for the
particpants to learnoday?

To incentivise farmers to tal
care of their own health, the
security, the environment
(and lastly their "pocket" a
pesticides cost a lot).
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| tried tosurpriseparticipants
with uncommon/new
knowledge/new skill.

| felt surprisedat some
point(s)myselfduring the
demonstration (e.g. by a
question or discussion).

| obtained a clearer
understandingpf the topic(s
myself.

| have the feeling learned
something newduring this
demo (from participants,
discussion...).

I reflected on my own poin
of viewmyself at some poin
during the demo.

| encouraged participants
reflect on their own point
of viewduring this demo.

| encouraged participant®
reflect on their own
situationsometime during
this demo.

| encouraged participants to
reflecton how we learn
something newon
demonstrations.
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T3: Overall comments on the effectiveness of the event

Participants:

With an average of 4,2 on 5, participants rated the event overall as very effective. 21/21 would
recommend the demonstration. They stated as most effective characteristics of the event:
practical/hands-on experiences/opportunities; learning something new; good catering; the
demonstrators; quality of knowledge shared; practical knowledge/hands on experiences (bring your
own spraying machines to calibrate them); experts knowledge on the demo topic/subject; excellent
knowledge of demo topic/subject; good preparation; training skills.

Suggestions for improvementincluded: inform participants well in advance; appropriate farms; small
groups; frequent demos; complaint form (or procedure) for those that do not handle according to the
law containers; prior info share on the topic/event and well in advance; more tools/equipment; good
preparation and more videos.

Demonstrator

The demonstrator reported on what made it effective: working with/calibrating a "real" (one of the
farmers') equipment, which had its problems so we worked on real problems and discussed solutions.
Regarding possible improvements he mentioned: learn more (and more frequently) on how new
pesticides work (NB: the demonstrator is an agricultural engineer so he felt that his theoretical
background on chemistry/pesticides could improve).

Observed main strong points of the event:

Very good knowledge of subject/topic. The facilitator was well known, trusted and respected. The
farmers were convinced that the topic is important (both for quality and safety of production, as well as
for their own health and the protection of environment and the community).

Observed main improvements:

It could have started a bit earlier. The demo was planned for 6 pm in the afternoon, so the demonstrator
was forced to reverse the order of demonstration and started with the practical part in order to have
good day light and then they passed to the theoretical part. Despite that, the demonstrator and the
facilitator managed to have a coherent pass from one part to the other and link things observed in
practice to the theoretical presentation.

General conclusions:

The steam and energy of the demonstrator met the experience and "validity" of a well-respected and
trusted facilitator. It was quite a large group (some 50 - 60 farmers were attending) which in some cases
created some difficulties especially for farmers that were late. It could had lasted some 30 min more
(and it would had been much better if it has started earlier in the afternoon...but this was not possible as
it was a busy period for all local farmers). Despite difficulties it was a well organised event.
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Programme

The Forest Research Institute of Athens (FRIA) is one of the oldest research institutes in Greece. It was
established in Athens, Greece, in 1929 as the research arm of the Greek Forest Service. The Institute
maintains close ties with operational organisations (Forest Service, Fire Service, General Secretariat for
Civil Protection, local authorities) and with the private sector (forest industries, farmers, private citizens,
etc.), and has contributed significantly in many aspects of forest management in Greece. It puts
emphasis on solving practical problems and on transferring new scientific knowledge and technology to
the operational world. FRIA has recently worked to consolidate and employ further demo activities as a
learning device under its research initiatives. The specific demo events are developed under its EU Life
Project“C2wh LISy C2NBa ¢ o

Funding and Governance

Demo initiatives are funded by the research projects which either the institute develops or participates in
(such as LIFE). In that sense, the demos are linked to specific local needs, as they are traced by the
Institute’s researchers who then work to adapt and validate approaches and disseminate good practices
in forest management.

Actors and networks

FRIA is part of the network of research institutes of the Hellenic agricultural research organisation ELGO
Demeter. Moreover, FRIA works intensively with Greek and European organisation in developing
research projects and related activities. Moreover, the institute connects with local stakeholders, public
organisations and private agronomists and experts in order to engage them into demo delivery,
recruiting of participants and dissemination of demo learnings.

Event Farm and location

The demo event was planned to take place in Mount Qiti, in Central Greece.

Event Date: No demo event was planned within the research time frame
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In line with the Methodological Guidelines, three main data sources are used: a background document
and interviews at Programme and Farm level to analyse structural and functional characteristics, and
event tools and surveys to analyse event level participation and learning, as follows:

1. Abackground document for every case study was completed by the AgriDemo-F2F partner who
carried out the case study.

2. Interviews with representatives of programme/networks (level 1) and farm level interviews with
demonstrators/hosts (Level 1) to reveal how the functional and structural characteristics enable
learning. Analysis of these interviews is reported in Sections 3 and 4. Data is sourced from 1 interview
at the Programme Level. The analysis followed 5 themes: (1) Coordinating effective recruitment of
host farmers and participants, (2) Developing and coordinating appropriate interaction approaches,
(3) Planning, designing and conducting appropriate demonstration processes,(4) Enabling learning
appropriate to purpose, audience, context, (5) Follow-up activities.

3. Nodemo event was planned within the research time frame, thus there are no event tools and
surveys (level 3) available for this case study.

Finally, partners reviewed the case study reports to prepare their workshops with different stakeholders
related to the case studies. These workshops aimed at validating the data presented in the case study
reports and to discuss on key characteristics related to effectiveness of demonstrations.
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T1: Programme/network level

The LIFE FOROpenForest programme

In this Case Study demonstration events are organised in the frame of an EU LIFE programme

(FoROpenForest), which focus on the application and demonstration of project’s developed methods on
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Farmers/participants
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